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A New Approach To Evaluating
Reading Support Services (Section 43)
Robert L. Trezise
Coordinator, Communication Skills Unit
Michigan Department of Education
3. In reading comprehension
4. By June, 1977
5. As measured by the XYZ Test of
Reading Comprehension (Form B),
6. The success criterion being that at
least 75% of the students will make
a monthly gain.

When I wrote the article in early October that appeared in the last issue of the
Journal, I thought that except for a further reduction in the total appropriation
for Reading Support Services (from a
three million dollar level to the current
two million), the program was to remain
virtually the same as previous years, including the evaluation procedures.
However, after writing the article,
modifications were made in the objectives and evaluation section of the Section
43 application. In a nutshell, we are now
saying that no longer may Reading Support teachers who function as consultants
state their objectives only in "process"
terms, but, rather, objectives must also
be stated (and evaluated) in terms of
student gains. Thus, in previous years
consultants have stated their objectives
something like:
1. The 50 junior high school teachers
who take part in a six-session workshop in teaching reading through
the content areas
2. Will identify
3. Correct interpretations of sample
reading diagnoses and instructional
strategies appropriate to these diagnosis
4. By the completion of the workshops,
5. As measured by a locally developed
instrument, which is enclosed,
6. The success criterion being that at
least 90% of the teachers will attain
a score on the instrument of at
least 95%.
Now consultant objectives must include objectives stated something like:
1. The grades 1 through 6 children in
the six elementary buildings included within the consultant's services
and who score at least _ _ below
grade level on the XYZ Test of
Reading Comprehension (Form A)
2. Will demonstrate at least one month
gain for each month in the program

Why the change? The Department has
a general policy that the outcomes of
programs should be assessed in terms of
the actual impact they have on the students. Legislators and lay people in general
are unimpressed with "gains" made with
teachers, aides, and so on. They want to
know, "But what effect has this program
had on the students themselves?"
Thus, even in the case of consultants
who do not work directly with students,
but who conduct teacher workshops,
work individually with teachers, aides,
paraprofessionals, and so on - the question remains, "Do these activities have an
impact on the students?" Without doubt,
this kind of effect is difficult to measure;
but, still, over an extended period of time,
student gains should result from the work
of consultants. Else, why do consultants
work? Or, if gains do not seem to be made
as a result of consultant activities, perhaps
the activities should be reconsidered or
restructured.
In no way, however, should the change
in program evaluation design be interpreted to mean that consultant activities
are no longer being encouraged under
Reading Support. Personally, I feel that
the best use of a reading specialist is to
extend her or his services beyond just a
relatively small group of youngsters and,
instead, to work with the teachers and
aides who do the actual instruction. Considering the massive nature of the reading
problem, except, perhaps, in the case of
youngsters with extreme reading difficulties, helping kids to improve their reading
skills ultimately and inevitably has to be
the direct responsibility of the classroom
teacher, assisted (not supplanted) by the
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reading specialist. Actually , that's why
the program title was changed from
"Remedial Reading" to "Reading Support
Services."
But how to do it? The basic idea to
keep in mind , regardless of whether
you're a Reading Support teacher in a
particular building, a number of buildings,
the whole district, or an intermediate
district, is, as Michael Hunter, evaluator
in the Department's Evaluation Services
Area, has stressed, to: (1) clearly identify
the student population that you reach
through your consultant activities (a building particular grade level? a whole district? certain buildings within the district?); and (2) use whatever test scores
are available for the students included
in the population.
Most districts nowadays have some
kind of a testing program, either at every
grade level or at selected grade levels. As
Dr. Hunter has said, whether the test used
is the Metropolitan, the Gates MacGinitie,
the Stanford, or whatever, usually the
results that the tests yield can be aggregated by grade level, by building, and by
district - and these aggregated scores can
be used as a basis for evaluation.
What about the pre-test problem? The
answer here, again according to Dr. Hunter, is to use the previous year's results as
the basis for pre-test data. This has some
problems (for example, the problem of
"unusual groups"). But over the long
haul, even though the youngsters included
in the pre-and post-test scores are different ones, gains so indicated are the best
indicators we currently have. This principle of using aggregates of whatever data
are available applies to intermediate level
consul tan ts as well.
The question of sampling data has
come up. Sampling, of course, is an
acceptable research technique if carried
out on a systematic basis; but for the
purposes of Section 43 evaluation, it
seems better to rely on the aggregates of
all available data, rather than on samplings of data.
Also, data should be presenteq by
grade level whenever possible; i.e., the
gains made by all third grades receiving
the benefit of services, all fifth grades, etc.
But what if no test data are available?
It would surely be questionable if a particular district did not have any kind of
testing program at all - not even at

selected grade levels. But, if there's no
data, there's no data. However, if a Section 43 district is in this situation - that
is, has no testing program at all , it should ,
it seems to me, take steps to initiate such
a program, not for the sake of Section 43,
but in the interest of improving its total
reading effort. Indeed, getting a systematic testing program established would be
an appropriate activity for a Reading
Support teacher.
What about Title I data? Yes, Title I
data can be used, if Title I students are
included in the teachers' services.
What about State Assessment data?
Generally, the Department has had a
policy to not use these data to evaluate
local programs. However, if a district
chooses to use Assessment data to report
student gains in reading, in the absence of
data from other tests, perhaps this
approach might be considered.
Over-all, in spite of the problems of
evaluating consultant and broad services
offered through Reading Support on the
basis of student achievement data, we
feel that focusing on this kind of evaluation will strengthen the credibility of the
program. One reason for the steadily
decreasing funding level is that we have
not been able to produce an effective
evaluation on a state-wide basis for the
program. Now, perhaps, we will improve
our evaluation report and we hope, improve the prospects of adequate funding.

* * *

By tl1e way, a "Report on the 1975-76
Reading Support Services Program" was
approved by tl1e State Board of Education
at its December 7 meeting. The report has
now been submitted to the Legislature.
As required by the Section itself, the
"Report" lists reading support programs
that demonstrated above-average pupil
gain scores. Of the 312 districts that took
part in the 1975-76 program, a total of
185 districts reported norm-referenced
data and were, therefore, included in the
evaluation. Of these, 84 reported aboveaverage gains for at least half of the grade
levels reported. Of the remaining 127
districts, 64 districts that reported normreferenced data were not included for a
variety of reasons; 36 reported only
"process data"; 15 reported criterionreferenced data; while 12 sent their reports
in too late to include them in the study.
The full_ "Report" is sent out with each
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application approval letter. If you haven't
seen a copy of it, I'd be happy to send
you one.

* * * *

Virtually all districts in the state (with
only a handful of exceptions) are taking
part in this year's Paperback Book Program. By the time this article appears,
I'm sure most districts will have ordered
their books and will have them attractively available in the Reading Centers.
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